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INTRODUCTION

Tho purpose of thia report is to examine the trend in the extent of
school desegregation in Nashvil1e4avidson County through the decade of the
1960's. Such trend analysis has import for at least two reasons. First we
will assess the progress made toward eliminating the old pattern cf racially
separate school systems. We will thus examine the degree of compliance in
one city with federal court policy on school desegregstion. Second, detailed
analysis of changes in the racial composition of schools over a period of
time, by giving same basis for understanding what has happened in the past,
generates a factual basis from which to project probable patterns of fUture
change. Further, this factual base provides some infOrmation to guide
policy-making on, and planning flr, school desegregation.

The school system of Metropolitan Nashville.Eevidson County provides an
interesting setting for research on desegregation. Most lsrge cities are
surrounded by one or more separate political jurisdictions usually suburban
counties, which have separate sdhool and public service sy:tems, lower tax
rates, lower population densities--etc. Outlying suburban areas have tended
to experience steady increase in population, due in large messure to the out-
migration of middle-class whites from the central cities. The central cities,
on the other hand, have experienced stesdy increases in black population,
deterioration of housing and the tax base, etc. While Nashville's population
growth has folloWed this pattern to some extent, it is one of the few cities
in the United States with a consolidated Metropolltan goVernment. This
means that, dUring the 1960's, much of the surrounding territory, which in
other metropolitan areas would have been, a suburban county, was actually part
of the city. During the 1960's there has been no separate political juris-
diction to draw the migrating white middle class.

When inner city and suburbs have separate school systems, the metropoli-
tan area often exhibits a vet,:y high degree of school segregation, with most
inner-city schools being disproportionately nonwhite while most suburban
sdhools are predominantly white. It is seldom possible legally or adminis-
tratively to achieve desegregation, either by transporting students across
sdbutban boundaries or by redrawing school attendance zones so they will cut
across these boundaries.

The absence of political boundaries between urban bladks and sUburban
whites has str=bired an opportunity for greater freedom and flexibility in
the Metropolitan sChool system in the pursuit of racial desegregation. We
will make some effort to assess the impact of this opportunity on patterns of
change in the racial composition of Nashville's sdhools. To facilitate this
assessment, we will present separate analyses for areas which correspond
roughly to the old city of Mtahville and to the part of Davidson County out-
side the former city limits. For convenience we win adopt the labels
"city" and "county," respectivety, for these areas.
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Some comment on the meaning of segregation and integration is necessary
before we present our analysis. The degree of racial segregation in schools
can be assessed in various ways. One might use individual schools as the
units of analysis, asking what proportion of them contain children of both
races? Or one might want to know what proportion of a given racial group
attend schools where they are in the majority. One might also use a statis-
tical index of the degree of "unevenness" in the distribution of nonwhite
and white children. Each approach yields different information about the
degree of segregation in the schools. We will use each of them in our
assessment of the patterns of segregation in Nashville's schools.2

II. SEGREGATICN INDEXES

Segregation indexes are designed to measure how evenly, for example,black households are distributed throughout the residential areas of a city.Cr, as is our purpose here, one may want to ask haa evenly black and white
students are distributed throughout the schools of a city system. The mean-
ing of "evenly" is open to debate, though the demographers uto have developed
the segregation indexes have tended to define "evenly distributed" as meaning,
for example, that the proportion of Negro students attending any school
should approximate their proportion in the total system (see Taeuber and
Taeuber, 1965:206-216). That is, if 25 percent of students in a school
system are black, then the percentage of students in each school who are
black ought to be about 25 percent.

As laeuber and Taeuber (1965) point out, a substantial literature has
developed in the past 20 years in which a number of indices of the degree of
segregation of populations have been proposed and debated. The choice among
indices is te some extent arbitrary, though the Theubcrs discuss the general
criteria that statistical indices should meet and the peculiar properties of
each of several widely used indices. The most important of the criteria
they mention are that the index Should be substantively interpretable and
that it should have clearly defined minimum and maximum values. The most
widely used index, the one used by the Theubers in their own study, is the
"dissimilarity index."3 This index - and its variant, the replacement index,
which is adjusted for the overall racial composition of the city - will be
used in this report.

We will digress briefly to discuss the computation and meaning of these
indexes. Let Ni be the number of black students in school i and Wi be the
number of white students. Further, let N be the total number of black
students in the sdhool system and W be the total number of white students.
(N is the sum of the Ni's and W is the sum of the Wi's.) Then the index of
dissimilarity is equal to: 1/2(sum over schools of the absolute values of
Ni/N - Wi/W). ln different words, the index of dissimilarity is equal to
one half of the sum of the unsigned difference between the proportion of the
system's Negroes who attend a given sdhool and the proportion of the system's
whites who attend that sthool. A large value of the dissimilarity index
means that the percentage distributions of black and white students across
sthools are very different. At a maximum, whttn bIatks and whites are
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completely segregated, the index will be equal to 1.0. When in every school,
the ratio of blacks in the school to all blacks in the sdhool system equals
the ratio of whites in the school to all white students in the system, then
the dissimilarity index will be equal to 0.0, - i.e., maximum integration.
SUbstantively, the index of dissimilarity can be interpreted to be the pro-
portion af one of the groups which would have to be moved to a school where
his race was underrepresented in order to achieve maximum integration. The
interpretation of this index assumes that all the population movement in-
volves transfer only of'minority group students to other schools. A more
"efficient" procedure would be to have minority and majority group members
exchange places in school. If for each black student who moves from school
B (where blacks are overrepresented) to .thool A (where whites are overrepre-
sented), a white student moves from sehool A (or from some other school where
whites are overrepresented) to school E4 then fewer moves will have to be
made to achieve an "even" distribution of black and white students in the
schools. The actual nroportion of the 'al sChool system roptilaHon which
would have to be moved to achieve racia .lance is:

2xDxPx0,

where D index of dissimilarity
P proportion of students who are black
Q proportion of students who are white

(P = 1.0 - Q)

This, then is an alternative measure of the degree of segregation. Called
the "replacement index," it explicitly takes into account the actual pro-
portion of blacks in a city or a school system. Thus, a school system could
be highly segregated by the dissimilarity index, but if its proportion of
blacks is small, it will have a relatively low replacement index. For a
given level of segretation as measured by the dissimilarity index, the re-
placement index measures how much exchange movement (as opposed to movement
of the minority race only) will be needed to achieve racial balance.

In Tables 1 and 2 the values of the dissimilarity index and the replace-
ment index, respectively, are given for several categories5of schools and
for each of the school years from 1960-61 through 1969-70. The reader will
notice that the dissimilarity indexes are sUbstantially higher than the re-
placement indexes for the same year and category of schools. This is, of
course, because the replacement index is equal to the dissimilarity index
multiplied by a fraction whose value has an upper limit of .5. (Since P, the
proportion of all students who are black is equal to 1.0 - Q, their product
has an upper limit of .25. This will occur when one half of all students
are white and one half black. In the formula for computing the replacement
index (see above), the product of P and Q is itself multiplied by 2, hence:
2(.5) (.5) e .5.

The general pattern in Table 1 is that the index of dissimilarity de-
creases in magnitude over the decade of the 1960'5 for each category of
schools. The most dramatic change can be seen in county secondary schools.
The index of dissimilarity for these schools is 96 in 1964 and 53 in 1965.
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The drop is accounted for by the beginning of the phasing out of the only
all-Negro secondary sdhool in the old county area. There currently are no
secondary sdhools in the old county which are even majority black.

As measured by the index of dissimilaritywhich does not take into
account proportion of the population which is black- -county secondary schools
are currently least segregated, county and city elementary Schools are inter-
mediate in degree of segregation, and city secondary schools :mst segregated.
Further, primarily due to the degree of integration of county secondary
schools, all county schools are somewhat more integrated than all city
schools.

The data in Table 2 Show a complementary but somewhat different picture.
Computation of the replacement index essentially adjusts the dissimilarity
index for the proportion of the population whiCh is of the minority group.
Fer a given level of segregation, the mailer the proportion of the total
population that is, for example, black, the "easier," in the sense of total
amount of movement required, it will be to bring about racial balance. Thus,
though the city and county elementary sdhools are about equally segregated
(by the dissimilarity indexes), comparing their replacement indexes for each
of the years reveals that those for the city elementary schools are sub-
stantially higher. The reason for this is, as mentioned previously, that
bIadk students constitute only 9 percent of the school population in the
county while they make up 54 percent of the population of schools serving
the old city area.

One additional point must be made regarding the replacement index.
Since it is a function of both the dissimilarity index and the proportion of
the school population in the minority racial group, these two factors can
influence the magnitude of the replacement tndex in the same or opposite
directions. If over time, the index of di. similarity is decreasing, while
at the same time the proportion of blacks in the population is increasing,
then the replacement index will have one force tending to contribute to
higher values and another tending to contribute to lower values. This is
what accounts for the relative stability in the values of the replacement
index. Over the decade of the 1960's the di.asimilarity indexes measuring
the extent of segregation have tended toward lower values - desegregation
has been occurring to,some degree. On the other hand, the proportion of
blacks in the school population has been increasing (from about 20 percent
in 1960 to about 25 percent in 1969). This increase has, of course, been
greater in the inner city area. These two factors have cancelled each other
out in some categories of schools.

III. RACIAL COMPOSITIoN OF SCHOOLS

We turn now to a somewhat different perspective on segregation and
integration. This perspec,ve focuses on the schools rather than on the
distribution of pupils per se. In this section we will examine the extent
to which school buildings are desegregated, considering three categories of
segregation: all-mhite and all-bladk schools, schools with 10 percent or
fewer students of either race, and schools with 20 percent or fewer of either
race.
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Considerable progress has been made in eliminating all-black and all-
white schools. The number of all-black schools has been reduced from 22
to 11 (from 17 percent of the schools in existence in 1960 to 8 percent of
those open in 1969). All...white schools made up 69 percent of the system in
1960; this fell to 18 percent of the 1969 schools. Thus, all-black schools
have been reduced by about half, and all-white schools have been reduced by
almost three-fourths. The most notable progress was made in the secondary
schools: in 1960, 87 percent (26 of 30 schools) were all-white, but by 1969
there were no all-white secondary schools. The latter pattern is probably
the result of the fact that high schools serve larger attendance zones than
elementary schools and, hence, are more likely to include diverse ethnic
residential areas. (The data presented in this paragraph and the one which
follows are not give. elsewhere in tdbles.)

The progress alluded to above may be someWhat superficial. /f we look
at the number of schools which ere over 90 percent Negro or over 90 percent
white, it becomes clear that many sdhools are still not desegregated to any
sUbstantial degree. Overall, the number of "segregated Negro" schools by this
criterion dectined from 22 of 130 sdhools in 1960 to 19 of 139 sdhools in 1969;
"segregated white" sdhools declined from 107 of 130 sdhools in 1960 to 90 of
139 sdhools in 1969. The nuMber of segregated Negro secondary sdhools actual-
ly increased from 4 to 6 during this time interval.

/f a more stringent criterion of segregation is used, that a school with
80 percent or more Negro students be considered segregmted, then there is
almost no change between 1960 and 1969 in the nuMber of desegregated schools.
By this criterion there were 22 segregated Negro sdhools in 1960 and 23 in
1969. (/t is not appropriate to define segregated white sdhools as having
80 percent or more whites, since under conditions of even distributions of
white and Negro students schools would be expected to have about 76 percent
white students.)

Another way to look at these data is to see what progress has been made
in the number and proportion of integrated sdhools (See Table 3). An inte-
grated sdhool will be defined as a sdhool with 21 to 89 percent white students.
This may seem both odd in itself and inconsistent with the procedure in the
preceding paragraphs, aim.; the parameters are not symmetrical with respect to
a midpotnt of 50 percent. Howevelt, as noted, the school system as a whole is
about 76 percent white, 24 percent bladk; it is inappropriate to use a cri-
terion whith assumes the ideal desegregated sdhool to be composed of 50 percent
of each race. FUrther, using 21 and 79 percent as the parameters would de-.
fine sdhools whidh are 80 percent white and 20 percent black as segregated
schools. This is clearly unrealistic. Adrnittedly, the definition of inte-
gration we are using is not perfeA; but it is the best we can do using this
procedure and technology. This problem points up the need for a measure of
segregation which would, like the dissimilarity and replacement indexes, be
based on the relative proportions of the races in the population being studied,
but which would provide an appropriate set of parameters for classifying
individual sdhools as segregated or integrated.
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By this criterion of integration (21-89 percent white), although there
has been considerable progress, the proportion of integrated schools is still
fairly low--19 percent in 1969. There is little difference between secondary
and elementary schools in this respect. However, the proportion of schools
which are integrated--elementary and secondaryis higher in the old city
than in the old county.

This does not necessarily indicate that the city schools are more inte-
grated than the county schools. (The dissimilarity indexes indicate just
the opposite, though mos* of the greater integration of county schools is
accounted for by the secondary schools.) More proLably it reflects the higher
proportion of blacks in the city schools--54 percent as against about 9 per-
cent in the old county area. In fact, if black students in the county were
equally distributed among al/ the county schools, al/ the county schools would
be segreoated white by our criterion of integration, since whites make up 91
percent of the county school population. However, a substantial amount of
uneven distribution of whites and blacks could occur in the schools serving
the central city without necessarily causing any school to be less than 21
percent or more than 89 percent white.

The importance of overall racial composition just alluded to above can
be further seen in comparing the replacement indexes given in Table 2. (This
material was discussed in an earlier section.) The degree of segregation of
blacks and whites (as measured by the dissimilarity index) is somewhat less
in the county area than in the city. The replacement index--which measures
the proportion of the population of the school system that would have to be
moved if black and white students exchanged places on a one-to-one basis--is
much lower for the county schools than for the city schools. It would be
much "easier" to integrate the schools in the county area. The discussion
of the previous paragraph and this paragraph again bring to fore the diffi-
culties in using a segregation measure that is not based on the composition
of the population being measured--even an asymmetrical criterion such as we
used above.

IV. RACIAL DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS

In 1960, 99 percent of the school system's white students attended
schools which were at least 90 percent white; 99 percent of the Negro stu-
dents attended schools which were at least 80 percent Negro (see Table 4).7
(Again, we use asymmetrical criteria because of the relatively greater pro-
portion of whites in the system.) The corresponding figures for 1969 are
83 percent and 71 percent; although there has been significant progress,
most students stIll attend segregated sdhools.

There are considerable differences between city and county with respect
to the distribution of students. A considerable higher percent of white
students attend segregated (90 percent or more) white schools in the county
than in the city--92 percent versus 65 percent (secondary) and 89 percent
versus 58 percent (elementary). On the other hand, no Negro students attend
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segregated (80 percent or more) Negro secondary schools in the county, com-
pared with 83 percent in the city. (There is much less difference between
city and county elementary schools in this respect.) This difference is un-
doubtedly due at least partly to the much higher proportion of Maroes in the
city schools; in fact, SO percent of the Negro secondary students in the
county attend segregated (90 percent or more) white schools. (The proportion
of whites attending segregsted Negro schools is nevligitae in all categories.)

V. PATTERNS OF CHANGE

Another perspective on desegregation is to look at patterns of change in
sdhool integration status and not just aggregate figures. A breakdown of
types of Change is given in Table 5. For example in the first column, there
were 36 shifts of sChools from segregated white tO desegregated. Of these,
27 were sdhools that were segregated white in 1960 and desegregated in 1969
(with desegregation defined as 11 percent white to 89 percent white, unlike
the criterion in the previous sections). One new school opened as a segregat-
ed white sChool and was later desegregated, and one sdhool was desegregated
and later discontinued. FOur sdhools went from segregated white to desegre-
gated to segregated Negro; three desegregated, then returned to segregated
white status. The rest of the table is read similarly. Of the 45 Shifts
recorded, 39 (87 percent) were permanent, and 33 (84 percent) of the permanent
shifts were increases in proportion Negro.

Only four schools have changed pecmanently from desegregated to segre-
gsted Negro in the ten-year period. This type of resegregation is generally
viewed as a more serious problem than our figures indicate. Walker et al.
(1967) found nineteen such cases in their Baltimore study, in a system with
slightly fewer schools but a much higher proportion of Negroes than the
Metropolitan Nashville system. However, closer examination of their data
shows the schools which were already desegregated at the beginning of their
eleven-year study period leere much more likely to resegregate than those
which were segregated white at the beginning. In other words, it takes time
for schools to resegregate since school attendance is based on slowly-changing
residential patterns, and the schools which were already desegregated had a
head start. In Nashville, there was only one desegregated school at the
beginning of the study period8 compared with 15 in WI ltimore--of which nine
had resegregated by the end of the eleven-year period. This suggests that
Nashville might have a more serious resegregation problem than Table 5 would
indicate, but that it has not yet had time to become apparent. Examination
of the present status of desegregated schools tends to confirm this suspicion
(see Tatae 6): there is a clear tendency for the schools which heve been
desegregated longest to have the fewest white students --much fewer, propor-
tionally, than their representation in the school system population. (The
five schools which desegregated before 1965 are all less than half white now).

One more perspective on desegregation is presented in Table 7. Of the
schools operating in 1960 and 1969, almost all of the sdhools whiCh were
desegregated in 1969 were segregated white in 1960; but two-thirds of the

1 0
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schools which began as segregated white schools were still segregated white
in 1969. Of the 15 schools which were segregated Negro in 1960, only one
has bocome desegregated.

1/7. T/PPING POINTS

The concept of the "tipping point" has been invoked in connection with
racial change boti, in roaidential patterns and in school attendance. It
usually refers to the belief that whites will flee school or neighborhood
when the proportion of Negroes readhes a certain level. Thus the replacement
of whites by Negroes will be accelerated after the tipping point is reached,
according to this argument.

If there is a tipping point for school attendance, the percentage in-
crease of Negro students should rise sharply when the tipping point is
reached. To test this hypothesis, Stinchcombe at al. (1969) employed a
procedure based on moving averages, which we have replicated for Nashville.
For each year, all schools utose proportion of Negro students fell within a
certain ten-percentage point intermal were classed as "near" the midpoint of
that interval. The percentage change in Negro enrollment between that year
and the next was computed for each school. An average percentage change for
all years was then computed for each interval. (See Table 8) Thus, for all
schools "near" 35 percent Negro (i.e. between 30 and 40 percent Negro), the
following year's proportion of Negro students showed an average increase of
13.0 percent.

Some suggestion of the existence of a tipping point for elementary
sdhools in the county can be seen in Table 8. The rate of increase in pro-
portion Negro rises from 2.2 percent for sdhools with 15 percent Negro stu-
dents to 13.8 percent for sdhools with 20 percent Negro. Elementary schools
in the city dhow no such Sharp rise in the rate of increase. There is a much
smoother increase from 10 percent to 35 percent. The pattern for secondary
schools also shows a smoother increase, from 10 percent to 30 percent.
(Thewe data are not broken down by location because there are so few secon-
dary schools. Data based on such small numbers of cases would not be relia-
ble.)

Cur findings for city elementary schools are consistent with those of
Stinchcombe et al. (1969); unfortunately, since they present no data from
the suburban areas around BaltSmore, our other findings cannot be compared
with theirs.

No conclusions can be drawn about neighborhood integration from data on
school attendance. Although school attendance is based on residential
patterns, the school data allow inference only of the residential patterns of
families with children in the public schools. Fhmilies without school-
age children, or families whose children attend private schools, might exhi-
bit quite different residential patterns.

1 1
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VII. UNRESOLVED QUESTIONS

The data we have presentoe raise two important questions without re-
solving them. The first is to what extent the school authorities have been
pursuing school consolidation as a tactic against segregation. A policy of
mbining small attendance zones into Large ones would tend to promote racial

integration because of the greater likelihood that Larger zones would incor-
porate diverse residential areas rather than a single neighborhood.

The average size of Metro schools increased 17.8 percent over the ten-
year period, from 581.6 students to 665.0 students. (See Table 9)

The rate of growth was higher in the county than in the city for elemen-
tary schools--in fact, the average size of city elementary schools decreased
3.2 percent over the ten years. There was little difference between the rates
of increase of county and city secondary schools. Throughout the period,
city elementary schools were larger than county elementary schools (although
the gap is narrowing); but county secondary schools were larger than city
secondary schools. (This may reflect a greater willingness to bus older
students long distances.)

From these aggrecate figures alone it is impossible to evaluate the
school system's use of consolidation as a tactic agsinst segregation. The
increases in average size of schools could reflect either a conscious policy
of seeking larger schools, or it could mean a Lack of fUnds for new facili-
ties desired by the school authorities, or an underestimate by authorities of
the growth rate of the system. To resolve this question would requi',.re an
investigation of school board policy and long-term pLanning regarding both
new construction and additions to existing facilities.

A related question is the result of changes in sChool attendance zones,
including openings and closings of schools as well as redistricting. When
we excluded those schools that were newly opened during the period of the
study, and then calculated dissimilarity and replacement indexes fot the
remaining group, we found no important difference between those indexes and
the indexes for the whole system. However, there were only 18 such cases
over ten years in a :Tystem whiCh had 139 sdhools in-1969. Any effects the
opening (or closing) of a few sdhools might have had on segregation would
probably be lost in suCh an aggregate measure. Furthermore, examining only
the particular sdhools which opened or closed is misleading, because such
Changes are reflected in changes in the boundaries of surrounding sdhool
districts. A better approach to this question would be, for mei: boundary
change, to analyze all the sdhools involved in the change, computing segre-
gation indexes for that group of sehools both before and after the change.
This procedure should produce a reasonable estimate of the consequences for
desegregation of each boundary change.

1 2



10

VIII. SUMMARY

Our major finding is that segregation in Nashville's sdhools decreased
only slightly during the 1960's. There was considerable progress in elimi-
nating all-whiteandall-blaCk schools. However, relatively few (under 20
percent) sdhools were meaningfUlly integrated (21 to 89 percent white) at
the end of the decade. Most white students still attended segregated white
sdhools; the picture seems brighter fior Negro students Largely because of
their-scarcity in the county.

.We found only limited support for the "tipping point" hYPothesis. How-
ever, changes in school composition tended to be in one directIon - toward
a higher proportion of Negroes. We consider this as pointing toward a
pattern of possible resegregation. This is reinforced by the data in Table
6 which show a pattern of higher average percentage Negro students the longer
schools have been integrated.

This pattern has direct relevance to planning for schools and for
housing in Nashville and other cities. Since school attendance zones have
been based on residential neighborhoods (ml even acknowledging some changes
in the 1960's in attendance zones), it seems clear that most of the school
integration has occurred as a result of changing racial composition of resi-
dential areas. (This does not hold for old county area secondary schools,
where the one majority black high school has been closed, one would have to
assume by administrative design.) If one assumes that increasing "ghetto-
ization" of the inner city is not desirable, and that increased desegration
Of schools is desirable, then either school attendance must be divorced from
residential patterns or else stable racial integration of housing must be-
come an issue of substantial concern to political and lay leaders.

One effort to break the strict dependence of school racial composition
on neighborhood racial composition is the recent Federal district court
decree ordering sUbstantial additional busing of children to achieve racial
balance. (It is, perhaps, ironic to note that the controversial court de-
cision to order cross-town busing could not have been so extensive in its
coverage were it not for the existence of the consolidatedMetropolitan
government. A substantial majority of the white middle-class children would
have been "safely" beyond the political jurisdiction of the inner city
school.system.) This clearly has not been a popular strategy.

It would seem that Metropolitan government has not been the structural
Panacea fOr bringing about meaningfUlly integrated schools. It is not
entirely clear that it could have been.

13
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FoomvarEs

1. Areas which correspond approximately to these former civil divisions
are the Urban Services District and the General Services District,
respectively. Tax rates, fire and police protection, and sewer and
water service differentiate these areas to some degree. We adopt the
labels "City" and "County" as a convenience for differentiating these
areas. These labels are adopted purely as an expedient in referencing
the areas and their use is not necessarily intended to imply any politi-
cally meaningfUl division.

2. This procedUre was first used by Stinchcombe et al. (1966).

3. See the discussion by the Taeubers of the various indexes and their
reasons for choosing the index of displacement for their study. They
devote a 50 page appendix to a discussion of issues and methods of
measuring segregation. See Taeuber and Taeuber (1965:195-245). The
substantive meaning of this index is discussed below.

4. The replacement index was suggested by Duncan. See Taeuber and Taeuber,
1965 p. 30.

5. As was mentioned earlier, our results are divided by old "city" and
"county" schools. Sdhools in existence in 1960 (which was prior to
Metropolitan consolidation)t are classified according to whether they
were in the old city or county jurisdictions. Sdhools which have opened
since Metropolitan government are classified on the basis of whether
the pliant itself is located within the area defined by the former city
limits. Thus, fOr both old and new sdhools classification as city or
county is derived from facility location. This does not mean that the
pupils attending a city szhool necessarily live in the area of the old
city, however. Sdhools located near the border of the old city fre-
quently have attendance zone Which cover territory from both former
jurisdictions. A further word of caution is necessary regarding our
classification sdheme for schools. Nashville does not have sdhools
of uniform size and grade structure. The predOminant pattern is a
grouping of grades 1 - 6, 7 - 9, and 10 - 12. Mhny exceptions exist,
however. Three schools have grades 1 - 9, several have grades 7 - 12,
and a number of other such non-standard coMbinations exist. Arbitrary
decisions have been made in classifying schools as elementary or second-
ary. Grades 1 - 6 are classified as elementary, and grades 7 - 12 are
classified as secondary. Where grades 7 - 9 occur in combination with
grades 1 - 6, they are called elementary, where grades 7 - 9 occur in
combination with 9 - 12, they are called secondary.

6. It Should be noted that the number of sdhools in the system has changed
from year to year. In 1960, 130 sdhools were operated by the city and
county boards. (Metropolitan consolidation did not take place until
three years later.) By 1969-70 the number of sdhools operated by the
Metropolitan Board of Education was 139.

1 4
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7. We present only data for 1960 and 1969 in Table 4 for the sake of
saving space. The trends for intermediate years are uniformly con-
sistent with the trend implied by the difference between 1960 and
1969. For example, looking at the top panel of Table 4, we see that
in 1960, 99 percent of all white students attended sdhools which
were 90 to 100 percent white. ln 1969, 83 percent of white students
were in such schools. The pattern fOr the intermediate years is a
monotone decreasing rercentage trend.

8. This sdhoo1 has gone from 86 percent white to 27 percent white.

15
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TABLE 6

1969 RACIAL COMPOSITION OF SCHOOLS WHICH BECAME DESEGREGATED
IN THE YEARS BETWEEN 1961 AND 1969

Year
Desegregated

School
Ident.
Number

Percent
White, 1969

Mean Percent White
for Schools Desegre-
gating in Given Year

1961 83
45
46

11%
39

22
24%

1962 52 39 39

1963 77 40 40

1964

1965 106 89
17 15 60
28 76

50 61
1966 74 18 55

78 78
70 62

6 89
30 65
84 66

1967 42 66 76
76 81

112 65
124 87
129 87

102 82
1968 66 89 82

139 75

12 89
85 89

1969 128 83 87
5 89

87 87

2 2
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